
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13503 October 29, 1999 
We as the minority will have to con-

tinue protecting our rights, whether it 
is the CBI, this bill now before us, 
whether it is bankruptcy. Whatever the 
legislation that is going to be brought 
forward, we must have our input. That 
is all we are asking. We are not asking 
we win every amendment. Some 
amendments we recognize the majority 
does not want to vote upon. But that is 
not the way you conduct a legislative 
body, just avoid all issues that are 
tough votes. 

We need more tough votes. We would 
all be better off, individually, in our re-
spective States and the country, if we 
had more tough votes. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ARMENIA 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my regret over the tragic situ-
ation in Armenia. As we all know, a 
few days ago gunmen broke into their 
Parliament and killed the Prime Min-
ister and several other officials of the 
Armenian Government. Later today 
Senator ABRAHAM will introduce a res-
olution which will express our condo-
lences to the people of Armenia and 
our expression of support for their con-
tinued struggle to create a viable and 
strong democratic tradition in their 
country. 

As I said, late yesterday afternoon in 
Yerevan, the capital of Armenia, sev-
eral gunmen broke into their Par-
liament and killed eight Government 
officials and wounded seven others. 
They then held hostages for 24 hours, 
and only after the intercession of the 
President of Armenia in negotiations 
did they relent, release the hostages, 
and then surrender to the authorities. 

Among those killed were Prime Min-
ister Vazgen Sarkisian, Parliament 
speaker Karen Demirchian, deputy 
speakers Yuri Bakhshian and Ruben 
Miroian, Energy Minister Leonard 
Petrosian, senior economic official Mi-
khail Kotanian and lawmakers 
Genrikh Abramian and Armenak 
Armenakian. These gentlemen gave 
their lives as they were pursuing a 
democratic future for the people of Ar-
menia. 

It appears the gunmen were not part 
of any larger conspiracy. They were 
family members who were bent on a 
path of individual retribution and re-
venge. But the tragic incident reminds 
us of the fragility of constitutional 
government and democracy around the 
world, particularly in Armenia. 

Armenia declared its independence in 
September of 1991. It has been strug-
gling to ensure a free and fair electoral 

process. Today, Armenians continue to 
be determined to ensure democracy 
will be the rule in their country. I had 
the occasion to travel there two years 
ago. 

We all know one of the great points 
of friction in the area is the area of 
Nagorno-Karabakh, an ethnically Ar-
menian territory which was controlled 
for years by Azerbaijan. Recently, we 
have seen progress. Indeed, the Prime 
Minister was one of the key figures in 
forging a dialogue between the Govern-
ment of Azerbaijan and the Govern-
ment of Armenia. His tragic loss, I 
hope, is not a setback for that process. 

Deputy Secretary of State Strobe 
Talbott had just left Armenia in his ef-
forts to try to prompt further discus-
sions between Azerbaijan and Armenia. 
He has now returned there to ensure it 
is clear to the Government and people 
of Armenia that America will stand 
with them. 

Today is an opportunity to send our 
message of support, our message of 
condolence; also, our message of fur-
ther support for the people of Armenia 
as they confront the challenges of de-
mocracy. 

I join my colleague, Senator ABRA-
HAM, and others supporting this legisla-
tion to, once again, signal to the world 
and the people of Armenia that we 
stand with them in this time of trag-
edy, and will in the future on more 
hopeful days. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Chair lay before the Sen-
ate the conference report to accom-
pany the D.C. Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill, H.R. 
3064, have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re-
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
October 27, 1999.) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to talk a little bit about the bill 
as a whole. There is going to be a joint 
effort between two subcommittees on 
the Appropriations Committee—my 
subcommittee, the D.C. appropriations 
subcommittee, on which Senator DUR-
BIN is the ranking member, and then 
the Labor-HHS spending bill, which has 
Senator SPECTER as the chairman and 
Senator HARKIN as the ranking mem-

ber. In addition, this bill contains the 
1-percent across-the-board spending cut 
that is necessary for us to come into 
our budget caps and save the Social Se-
curity surplus intact. 

First, I want to talk about the bigger 
bill because I think we should under-
stand this is a very important achieve-
ment that we will make if Congress 
passes this bill and sends it to the 
President. 

This bill marks, for the first time in 
30 years, that we will pass all of our 
spending bills, and there will be no raid 
on the Social Security trust funds. The 
Social Security trust funds will be left 
intact so that people who have paid in 
will get back not only what they have 
paid in, but they will be given Social 
Security benefits after they are eligi-
ble. No longer will we dip into the Na-
tion’s retirement fund to pay for to-
day’s spending needs. This is a signifi-
cant achievement. 

For the record, this bill will be voted 
on on Tuesday. We will debate today 
and Monday. On Tuesday, I hope we 
will send this bill to the President, and 
I hope the President will sign it. 

Some have complained about the 
across-the-board spending cuts. I think 
we can afford one penny of savings on 
every dollar to preserve the retirement 
needs of America. I do not think that is 
too much to ask of this Congress. After 
all, there is a little waste in Federal 
Government. 

The inspectors general within the De-
partments across Government have al-
ready identified $16 billion in funds 
that have been misspent. The Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, working 
with the General Accounting Office, 
has identified nearly $200 billion in sav-
ings in Federal overpayments, erro-
neous payments, and wasteful prac-
tices. 

With this waste, I believe we can 
take a 1-percent cut to preserve the in-
tegrity of Social Security to cover the 
programs that are worthy and use our 
taxpayer dollars more efficiently. With 
$216 billion in waste, we can cover the 
programs that need to be covered if our 
administrators have any integrity and 
if they are, in fact, competent. I hope 
they are. I do not think it is too much 
to ask. After all, when any family sees 
it is not going to meet its income and 
its spending needs, what does it do? It 
does not just spend anyway. Hopefully, 
it does not borrow. It sits down and de-
termines where it can cut. I wager 
most families in America have had to 
make more than a 1-percent cut in 
their budgets when they have run into 
an emergency and do not have the 
funds to spend. 

I now turn to the provisions in the 
District of Columbia portion of this 
bill. This is our second attempt to get 
a District of Columbia funding bill the 
President will sign. I believe we have 
reached a solution that is acceptable to 
all the relevant parties. 

Senator DURBIN has been very pro-
ductive; he has been responsible; he has 
been a real player in this process. In 
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our negotiation, we came to terms that 
allowed both of us to be comfortable 
that we are doing the right thing for 
the District and that everyone has 
given a little bit without sacrificing 
principle. 

No bill is perfect. I am the first to 
say that. We all have had to sacrifice a 
little, but this is a bill the President 
will sign and it is important we have a 
bill the President will sign because 
every day this bill is not signed is a 
day our Nation’s Capital is without im-
portant new initiatives that will make 
this a better city for our citizens and 
visitors. Despite our differences on 
other issues, let’s look at what is good 
in this bill. 

We have provided $17 million for col-
lege scholarships for D.C. students. We 
have provided funds to fight the war on 
drugs in the District of Columbia, in-
cluding money to combat open-air drug 
markets. We have $5 million for com-
mercial revitalization. We have funds 
to clean up the Anacostia River, to 
promote adoptions, and to help the 
Children’s Hospital. 

On marijuana legalization, the ban is 
retained. Medical marijuana use will 
not become law in the Nation’s Capital. 

On needle exchanges, there has been 
a great deal of misinformation. In this 
bill, we continue the ban on Federal 
and local funding for needle exchanges. 
I believe needle exchanges do not work. 
The drug czar of the United States, 
who represents the President of the 
United States, believes needle ex-
changes do not work, and not one 
penny of tax dollars will be used to 
support needle exchanges in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 

Any suggestion that tax dollars from 
the Federal Government or D.C. Gov-
ernment are being used is simply 
wrong. What the bill does allow is for 
clinics that have privately funded nee-
dle exchanges and do other worthy 
projects will not be prohibited from 
Federal funding for other worthy 
projects. But it is very clear there will 
be no Federal and no local money spent 
on needle exchanges in the District of 
Columbia. 

On the voting rights lawsuit, I be-
lieve strongly this is a constitutional 
issue. It is a legislative prerogative to 
deal with it. This lawsuit has named 
officers of the Senate, the House, and 
even the President as defendants. The 
taxpayers of our country are spending 
money to defend against the lawsuit. 
We provide the District with 2 billion 
Federal dollars. Those funds should not 
be used to sue the Federal Government 
on an issue that is squarely a legisla-
tive prerogative. 

In my view, no public money should 
be used for this suit—not local money, 
not Federal money. Our bill permits 
the D.C. Corporation City Counsel to 
review and comment on legal briefs in 
private lawsuits. This is a limited role 
for their attorneys, but that is as far as 
this bill goes. There will be no public 
money spent on the D.C. voting rights 
lawsuit or to provide statehood for the 
District of Columbia. 

Finally, on legal fees in school dis-
ability cases, we retain the $60 cap, up 
$10 from a $50 cap, but the cap will be 
removed if local officials develop a 
joint agreement—the school super-
intendent, the Mayor, and the control 
board—on a new cap. 

These are the changes we have made 
to our bill since it went through the 
Senate. We have White House support 
for these changes, and we have the sup-
port of the Democratic side for these 
changes. 

I want to mention one other very im-
portant part of the bill that has re-
mained intact, and that is the Mayor 
asked for the ability to spend more of 
the D.C. funds. The District does have 
quite stringent requirements for a sur-
plus as well as a rainy day fund. That 
is sound because we are just beginning 
to get investment grade bonds for the 
city which lowers the interest rate 
they will have to pay, and that, of 
course, means it lowers the cost of bor-
rowing for the city. 

I thought it important to keep the 
reserve requirements intact. That will 
keep the city on a secure basis. I be-
lieved if they were going to spend 
money out of the surplus, that half of 
the surplus above the basic reserve re-
quirement should be spent only for 
paying down debt, while the other half 
could go to new programs. That was a 
compromise the Mayor welcomed. He 
believes they will be able to address 
some of the infrastructure issues that 
they have not been able to address in 
their budget, while at the same time I 
will be satisfied that they will begin to 
pay down their long-term debt so they 
will have a more correct debt-income 
ratio. That will give them a higher 
bond rating. It will lower the amount 
of debt they are carrying and I think 
will put the city on a very firm finan-
cial footing in the very near future, 
which, of course, would then allow the 
city to go forward with a lower interest 
rate, a higher bond rating; and our cap-
ital city, I hope, will be able to flour-
ish. 

So this is an excellent bill. I hope the 
President will sign it. 

With respect to the Labor-HHS part 
of the bill, I think this also contains a 
number of positive provisions and 
should not be vetoed. Senator SPECTER 
and Senator HARKIN have worked very 
hard on this bill. No one should be led 
to believe this bill is underfunded. It is 
$6 billion higher than last year’s bill. 
In fact, it is $600 million above the 
President’s request. This bill contains 
$2 billion more for education than last 
year; $300 million more in funding for 
the Department of Education than the 
President even requested. So if anyone 
tries to say we have underfunded edu-
cation, the facts do not bear that argu-
ment out. 

The National Institutes of Health 
will receive nearly $18 billion. This is 
the funding for research, for medical 
research, for quality-of-life improve-
ments in our country. It is a $2 billion 
increase over last year’s bill and $2 bil-
lion above the President’s request. 

The Head Start program is increased 
by $600 million. 

So despite our goal of keeping funds 
intact for Social Security, we have 
still funded important priorities. If the 
bill is vetoed, it will not be vetoed be-
cause we have not addressed the cor-
rect priorities. 

With that, Mr. President, I conclude 
and reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, we come today to 

begin the debate on the appropriations 
bill for the District of Columbia. I am 
not certain, but I believe, of the 13 ap-
propriations bills considered by the 
House and Senate, this is probably the 
smallest bill. Yet if you looked at the 
controversy that has preceded this de-
bate, it would be a surprise to realize it 
is a small bill in comparison to other 
spending bills. 

I say at the outset, my colleague and 
my friend, the Senator from Texas, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, has been a pleasure to 
work with. Oh, we disagree on some 
things, and we have had some pretty 
hot debates, but I have the highest re-
spect for her ability and her hard work 
and her willingness to sit down to try 
to work out our differences. I think it 
is because of that that we come today 
with the underlying D.C. appropria-
tions bill—once vetoed by President 
Clinton—considerably improved over 
the original version. 

The Senator from Texas has outlined 
several elements that we have changed 
or improved, and I would like to note 
them as well for the record. 

I think it is important we follow the 
lead of the public health experts, who 
tell us the incidence of HIV and AIDS 
in the District of Columbia is a na-
tional disaster. It is seven times the 
rate of the rest of the United States. If 
we do not acknowledge this health care 
crisis, and respond to it with aggres-
sive and creative programs, we are 
going to doom generations of D.C. resi-
dents and others who come into con-
tact with them. It is that serious. That 
is why I applaud the Senator from 
Texas. 

The needle exchange program no 
longer receives any Federal funds or 
any local funds, but if the program is 
offered by a clinic, in the District of 
Columbia, they will not be disqualified 
from other public health programs. 
That, then, leaves it to the individual 
clinics to make the decision. It does 
not ban the program, it merely says 
there will not be governmental funds 
used for these purposes. That is not the 
compromise I was looking for, but I 
think it is a reasonable one. I support 
it. 

On the question of voting rights, it 
retains the ban on local and Federal 
funds on the voting rights case. But the 
D.C. corporation counsel, the city’s at-
torney, is permitted to review and 
comment on legal briefs and private 
lawsuits. 

This is what it is all about. There is 
a fear on the Republican side of the 
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aisle that if the District of Columbia 
ever achieves statehood, it will elect 
Democrats. So they have historically 
opposed any efforts toward statehood; 
and they have tried to stop or slow it 
down in a variety of ways throughout 
history. It is a very clear political deci-
sion. But I think we have done the best 
we can and said that the D.C. corpora-
tion counsel can at least review and 
comment on the status of lawsuits 
moving in that direction with the city 
council. 

The cap on city council salaries of 5 
percent is not something I would vote 
for were it not part of a package that 
I think is important to pass. I do not 
believe we should try to inject our-
selves in the decisions of the D.C. City 
Council—even bad decisions. This is a 
questionable decision. The pay raise 
they are envisioning, I believe, is in the 
neighborhood of 15 percent, if I am not 
mistaken—a pretty substantial in-
crease. And the Senator from Texas be-
lieves it should be no more than 5 per-
cent. 

I am not certain I would even weigh 
in on that debate since it is a local de-
cision. If we are going to weigh in on 
local decisions, I certainly would like 
to weigh in on what I consider the ab-
solute foolishness of the D.C. City 
Council in announcing a tax cut of $57 
million at a time when the District of 
Columbia still lacks the most basic in 
public services. 

You can leave this Capitol Building 
right here, that is well known around 
the world, and go four or five blocks 
away, at night, and run the risk of 
being shot and killed. Of course, that 
happens in some other cities, including 
in my State of Illinois. But the fact is, 
the District of Columbia is not safe for 
visitors or residents. And to declare a 
tax cut under these circumstances is 
absolutely foolish. To ignore the public 
health needs of the District of Colum-
bia and to say we have so much money 
in our till that we can give away $57 
million in tax cuts is ridiculous. 

The HIV/AIDS crisis alone would 
argue that the District should take 
this public health issue more seriously. 
There was a program on television the 
other day, on CNN, which reported the 
ratio of students to computers in the 
United States of America: Dead last— 
and no surprise—the District of Colum-
bia, 1 computer for every 31 kids. That 
is as good as it gets if you happen to be 
a child in the District of Columbia. 

Did the D.C. City Council decide to 
buy more computers so the kids could 
learn and become proficient in the use 
of computers to be able to compete and 
get good jobs? No; no way. They want 
to give a tax cut of $100 or $200 a year. 

Oh, there is applause among some 
quarters. You can say: I’m a politician. 
I’m giving away a tax cut. Then you 
look around and say: Wait a minute. 
It’s not safe to live in my neighbor-
hood. There’s an HIV epidemic going 
on. And the schools are the most dis-
graceful in the Nation. That is what it 
comes down to. I think it is a bad deci-

sion, but it is a decision they have 
made. 

When you come down to other ques-
tions, such as attorneys fees and spe-
cial education, we have made a conces-
sion in terms of the amount of money 
that will be allowed to attorneys rep-
resenting families of special ed kids. 

I would like to finish my comments 
on this bill related to the D.C. Appro-
priations bill and the Labor-HHS Ap-
propriations bill which is before us, but 
I see our minority leader has come to 
the floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield to the minority leader for 
such time as he may consume, and 
then resume my comments on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The minority leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I appreciate very 

much the courtesy of the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois. I came to the 
floor to have a personal conversation 
with him on another matter. So I will 
yield the floor at this time to allow 
that opportunity, and appreciate, 
again, his courtesy. 

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. I was trying to do my 
duty as a member of Senator 
DASCHLE’s team. 

Let me say that having said earlier 
that Senator HUTCHISON has done such 
an extraordinary job in trying to find a 
compromise, I would have to tell you 
that the District of Columbia deserves 
better. They deserve better than a 
process where every Member of the 
House or the Senate would decide that 
they might add a rider to a bill to over-
ride local decisions by the D.C. City 
Council. 

The District of Columbia certainly 
deserves better than to be in the pre-
dicament they are in today, where they 
have been appended as an afterthought 
to a huge spending bill, the Labor-HHS 
and Education bill, and, frankly, have 
bought a ticket on the Titanic. This 
bill is going to be vetoed, just as sure 
as I am standing here. So D.C. is about 
to see its third incarnation as an ap-
propriations bill even later in the ses-
sion. 

I would like to yield, if I might, to 
the Senator from—— 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I think 
Senator SPECTER, the chairman of the 
Labor-HHS committee, was going to 
make the next presentation. That was 
the order. Is that acceptable? 

Mr. DURBIN. I find no problem with 
that. I would be glad to yield to Sen-
ator SPECTER in one moment. 

Let me just finish on the D.C. bill, if 
I might, very quickly, and then yield 
to Senator SPECTER. Then we can come 
back to our side of the aisle for further 
comment. Let me tell Senators, for 
perspective, we are talking about a $429 
million Federal appropriations bill for 
the District. The District of Columbia 
has its own budget of $6.8 billion. That 
budget is twisted in knots by Members 
of the House and Senate who have their 

own political agenda they want to in-
ject into the appropriation for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. They impose stand-
ards and restrictions on the District of 
Columbia they would never consider 
even suggesting in their home States. 
The evidence is obvious. Some of the 
more controversial issues in which we 
get involved in the D.C. appropriations 
bill turn out to be programs these Con-
gressmen and Senators don’t even talk 
about in their home States. I think 
that really tells the whole story about 
what has happened with the District of 
Columbia in its spending bill. 

I have a number of comments I would 
like to make about the underlying bill, 
the Labor-HHS appropriations bill. But 
in the interest of continuing this de-
bate and acknowledging the presence of 
the chairman of that Appropriations 
subcommittee, I yield the floor to Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, if she would like to 
yield to Senator SPECTER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, it 
is now my intention to allow Senator 
SPECTER to take the floor. As I said, we 
have two bills together—the D.C. bill, 
which I chair, and the Labor-HHS bill, 
which Senator SPECTER chairs. Senator 
SPECTER has been very helpful, very co-
operative to allow his very major bill 
to be put together with mine. He is 
very much a greater than equal partner 
in this bill. I have to admit, his bill is 
much bigger and much more important 
from a national standpoint, although 
the District of Columbia is very impor-
tant. Nevertheless, Senator SPECTER’s 
bill affects the lives of people all over 
our country. 

It is my pleasure to yield the floor to 
Senator SPECTER for such time as he 
may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague from 
Texas for yielding. I know there are 
other Senators on the floor waiting to 
speak, so I shall be relatively brief. 

I do chair the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education. We thank the managers 
of the District of Columbia bill for al-
lowing us to participate in their con-
ference and for bringing our bill along. 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa, 
Mr. HARKIN, and I had worked through, 
in our subcommittee, a bill to finance 
the Department of Education, the De-
partment of Labor, and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services 
which received a vote of 73 to 25. It is 
a very solid bill. 

We then proceeded in a rather un-
usual way, because the House of Rep-
resentatives had not passed a bill, to 
have an informal conference where 
Senator HARKIN and I represented the 
Senate and Congressman PORTER, 
chairman of the subcommittee on the 
House side, represented the House. 
Congressman OBEY, the ranking Demo-
crat on the subcommittee, declined to 
participate because there had not been 
a House bill. 
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We are trying to make the best of a 

very difficult situation. As I noted, I 
will speak relatively briefly because I 
came to the floor on Wednesday, Octo-
ber 27, and spoke at some length when 
we had just finished the conference. 
Those remarks appear in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD for October 27. 

In substance, the portion of this bill 
on Labor, Health and Human Services 
is a $93.7 billion bill. It is an increase of 
$6 billion over fiscal year 1999, an in-
crease of some $600 million over the 
President’s figure. On education, which 
is a very high priority in America, pri-
ority second to none, this bill has ap-
propriations totaling some $35 billion, 
and it is a $300 million increase over 
what the President had recommended. 

We have sought to accommodate the 
President’s interests and recognize his 
priorities. On Head Start, we had an in-
crease of some $608.5 million, bringing 
the total funding for Head Start in ex-
cess of $5 billion. On GEAR UP, we had 
a 50-percent increase, from $120 million 
to $180 million. The President wanted a 
doubling. We could not find that much 
money. It is a good program, but we 
think a 50-percent increase was very 
substantial. 

There is a point of controversy on 
the question of teacher classroom size. 
We have funded that at $1.2 billion. The 
President wanted $200 million extra. 
We anticipate that in negotiations that 
figure could be raised. Mr. Jack Lew, 
head of the Office of Management and 
Budget, has some add-ons he wants to 
make when the negotiations finally do 
occur, and they have some additional 
offsets to talk about at that time. 

There has been a disagreement over 
whether there ought to be a mandate 
for those funds to be used for classroom 
size reduction or whether there ought 
to be some flexibility on the school dis-
tricts. On this matter, we have speci-
fied that classroom size is the first 
item on the agenda, but we have given 
the local districts the option of using 
them for teacher training or some 
other local purpose. 

We do not believe there ought to be a 
straitjacket coming out of Washington, 
if the local districts have some other 
need and can demonstrate that. I know 
this causes some heartburn to the ad-
ministration. I talked to the President 
about it personally and talked to Jack 
Lew about it. It seems to us this is a 
matter where there ought to be some 
significant congressional input. The 
primary responsibility on appropria-
tions comes to the Congress. That is 
what the Constitution says. Of course, 
the President has to sign the bill, and 
we are always concerned and take into 
consideration the President’s prior-
ities. But as a matter of public policy, 
it makes a lot of sense to allow local 
school districts to make a different al-
location from classroom size reduction 
if they don’t have a problem on class-
room size. So that is one issue where 
there is disagreement. 

One aspect of the final bill, which 
came out of the conference, provides 

for a 1-percent across-the-board cut, 
with which, as I noted 2 days ago, I am 
personally not in agreement. My pref-
erence would have been to go through 
the bill and itemize various programs 
to make those reductions without a 1- 
percent across-the-board cut. There 
was a very strenuous effort made by 
the leadership of the House and Senate 
and the representatives of the sub-
committee and the full committee to 
find another way out, to have this bill 
come in without touching Social Secu-
rity. Simply stated, this was the least 
of all the undesirable alternatives. 

It is my hope the President will sign 
this bill. He has already stated he will 
veto it. This is another step in the 
process of the appropriations proce-
dures to come back to negotiations and 
to try to find a bill which will be ac-
ceptable to the President and to the 
Congress. 

I note that when we talk about a 1- 
percent across-the-board cut on a pro-
gram such as Head Start, there will 
still be an increase of some $569 mil-
lion, not as much as the $608 million we 
had hoped for but still a very substan-
tial increase. When it comes to a vari-
ety of other programs, we have added 
very substantial increases, so even 
when there is a 1-percent across-the- 
board cut, there is still a net advance. 

Two more items are worthy of brief 
mention. We have added very substan-
tially to the National Institutes of 
Health, some $2.3 billion. That is the 
crown jewel of the Federal Govern-
ment. They are making enormous 
strides. The expert testimony specifies 
that the cure for Parkinson’s may be 
only 5 years away; great advances on 
Alzheimer’s, great advances on can-
cer—cervical cancer, breast cancer, 
prostate cancer—heart disease, the en-
tire range of problems. 

We have in this bill an allocation of 
some $800 million for a program di-
rected at youth violence. The actual 
figure is $733.8 million, where no addi-
tional funds were added, but there is a 
redirection to try to deal with that 
major problem in America. 

In essence, I think the bill that 
passed the Senate was a really good 
bill which would have clearly merited 
the President’s signature, even though 
some differences have existed with the 
1 percent across-the-board cut. I under-
stand the problems there. But if some-
body has a suggestion on how to have 
offsets or cuts to protect Social Secu-
rity, we are prepared to sit down and 
meet with the officers of the executive 
branch and the President to try to 
work out a bill that is acceptable to 
both the administration and the Con-
gress, to be sure there is adequate 
funding for these three very important 
Departments. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, re-

cently the Senate passed the last of the 
Fiscal Year 2000 appropriations bills, 
the Labor, Health & Human Services, 
Education appropriations bill. Despite 
tight budgetary constraints, the Sen-

ate has passed a bill which embodies 
the basic principles of our democratic 
society—all of our citizens deserve an 
equal opportunity to reach one’s high-
est potential—by providing access to a 
good education, jobs skills training and 
protection from illness. 

While I believe that this is a well bal-
anced bill which appropriately reflects 
the priorities of the Senate, many of 
the votes that we cast in relation to 
the this bill challenged these priorities 
as well as our commitment to pro-
tecting the Social Security surplus 
from careless government over-spend-
ing. Therefore, please allow me to ad-
dress some of the specifics of individual 
amendments which touch upon these 
issues. 

As I stated before, this legislation 
rightly embodies the ideals of responsi-
bility, accountability and flexibility. 
No greater are these ideals highlighted 
than in the areas of education. This 
legislation provides for $37.6 billion for 
the Department of Education; $6 billion 
for special education; and $892 million 
in education impact aid. In fact, the 
Committee exceeded the President’s 
funding level requests by $537 million, 
$586 million and $156 million respec-
tively. This support will provide the 
foundation by which we can continue 
to strengthen and improve the edu-
cation system for all of our children. 

In addition, this legislation respects 
the right of the states and local dis-
tricts to make appropriate decisions 
regarding education. 

However, some of my colleagues 
would jeopardize the jurisdiction of 
states, schools and parents to decide 
the most appropriate means by which 
to address the specific concerns of their 
children. 

Senator MURRAY offered an amend-
ment (No. 1804) which would have in-
creased the levels for the class-size re-
duction program from $1.2 billion to 
$1.4 billion. This increase would be cou-
pled to a mandate which requires that 
the funding must be used to reduce 
class size. Now, I agree that smaller 
class size is preferable to a larger class- 
size, just about anyone would; children 
receive more individual attention from 
the teacher when there are fewer chil-
dren in the classroom. However, not all 
schools have the need for smaller class- 
sizes—42 states have already met the 
goal of 18 students per teacher. Thus, 
not all districts place priority on 
smaller class-sizes. Why would the fed-
eral government force districts and 
states to spend limited resources on a 
program which is unnecessary? What 
right does the federal government have 
to decide for the schools and the par-
ents what their priorities should be? 
Forcing schools to spend funding on 
one particular program, simply takes 
valuable resources from other pro-
grams which might better address the 
needs of their students. Although this 
amendment failed, the funding itself is 
still available to schools; to reduce the 
number of children in each classroom if 
they so choose or, if further class-size 
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reduction is unnecessary, to fund a 
more appropriate program such as 
technology-related training for teach-
ers, dropout or drug abuse prevention 
programs and building new school fa-
cilities. 

It is for similar reasons that I could 
not support an amendment (No. 1809) to 
increase funding for 21st Century Com-
munity Learning Centers. Again, I do 
not doubt that after-school programs 
offer structural, educational, and 
health services to children and the 
families of communities. However, the 
funding for this program had already 
been increased $200 million over FY99 
funding levels by the Committee. I can-
not justify forcing states and localities 
to spend additional funding on specific 
programs which might not be appro-
priate for their communities. 

As we continue to raise the bar on 
the quality of education provided to 
our children, we have also increased 
state and local accountability for 
reaching these high standards. Ac-
countability is a key component of a 
successful education policy, without it 
there is less incentive to succeed or ex-
ceed goals. Earlier this session, we 
passed the Education Flexibility Part-
nership Act (Public Law 106–25), which 
in exchange for greater accountability, 
provides states with expanded flexi-
bility to choose which education initia-
tives best fit the needs of their chil-
dren. In the five years the Ed-Flex pro-
gram was in effect, prior to its expan-
sion to all states with the passage of 
this bill, it has realized modest to spec-
tacular results, and in no case has per-
formance declined or has a state 
abused its increased flexibility by di-
verting or misrepresenting funds. I am 
proud to have voted for Ed-Flex and 
the principles it upholds. 

Unfortunately, some of my col-
leagues, while espousing the virtues of 
accountability, would at the same time 
take away the flexibility states need to 
respond quickly and effectively to the 
needs of their students and schools. 
This is why I opposed an amendment 
(No. 1861) offered by Senator BINGAMAN, 
which purported to increase account-
ability for states. This amendment un-
dermined the principles of responsi-
bility, accountability and flexibility. 
While the amendment would increase 
funding for disadvantaged students by 
$49 million, it specifically mandated 
that $70 million in funding must be 
used for state accountability programs. 
This represents a net loss of $21 million 
in funding which could have gone di-
rectly to the classrooms—funding 
which could have directly and posi-
tively impacted the quality of edu-
cation provided for economically dis-
advantaged students. This amendment 
represents accountability, or at least 
requires the implementation of an ac-
countability program, without the ac-
companying flexibility states need to 
effectively address education issues. 

Mr. President, there is another side 
to responsibility as well. Earlier this 
year, we made a promise to the Amer-

ican people that we would not raid the 
Social Security surplus. Even as the 
President’s budget proposal threatened 
drain the Social Security surplus by 
$158 billion over five years and the 
Democrats continued to filibuster my 
Social Security Lockbox legislation, 
we still held true to our commitment 
not to spend a single penny of the So-
cial Security trust fund. Now, as we 
are nearing the end of the appropria-
tions process, it is vital that we uphold 
our responsibility to the American peo-
ple and keep this promise. 

Senator NICKLES offered an amend-
ment (No. 1889) which rightly expressed 
the sense of the Senate regarding the 
importance of protecting the Social Se-
curity surplus. Recognizing the possi-
bility that the amount of funding ap-
propriated through the 13 appropria-
tions bills could exceed budgetary re-
straints, the Senate agreed that a solu-
tion could be an across-the-board re-
duction in discretionary funding in an 
amount equal to that needed to stay 
within budget constraints, thereby pro-
tecting Social Security. My vote re-
flects my unwavering belief that the 
social security surplus must be pro-
tected from wanton government spend-
ing. It also highlights my continuing 
opposition to rasing taxes on America’s 
working families, especially when cut-
ting wasteful Washington spending is 
certainly a viable alternative. 

Some of my colleagues, many of 
whom are the same individuals who 
have continued to vote against a Social 
Security Lockbox, denounced the 
across-the-board proposal. Although 
they could have offered a substantial 
and realistic alternative to across-the- 
board reductions in reductions, instead 
they choose to introduce an amend-
ment (No. 2267) which merely de-
nounces the proposal for a reduction in 
discretionary funding and offers vague 
support for paying for the budget 
shortfall by raising taxes and using 
other offsets. 

When my colleagues were pressed 
about details, they stated that there is 
currently $4 trillion in tax expendi-
tures which could be examined and pos-
sibly eliminated to raise revenue for 
excess spending: that ‘‘there may very 
well be an opportunity to squeeze some 
resources out of tax 
expenditures * * *’’. Another term for 
tax expenditure is tax relief. And when 
my colleagues talk about squeezing out 
resources, this includes ‘‘squeezing’’ re-
lief measures such as the tax credit for 
post-secondary education, the $500 per 
child tax credit, estate tax relief and 
the home interest deduction, among 
many other provisions which allow 
families to save and invest in their own 
and their children’s futures. Without a 
clear explanation of exactly how 
enough revenue would be raised to fill 
the budget shortfall, thereby avoiding 
spending the Social Security surplus, I 
could not support the alternative 
amendment to the across-the-board re-
duction in discretionary spending lev-
els and I will not support any proposal 

which would increase the already ex-
cessive tax burden on American fami-
lies. 

In addition, some of my colleagues 
offered an amendment (No. 2268) which 
would reduce the level of fairness in-
herent in an across-the-board reduction 
by insisting on an exemption for spe-
cific programs from the resulting de-
creases in discretionary funding, spe-
cifically education funding. While I be-
lieve that education is a top national 
priority, this amendment primarily 
highlights a general lack of under-
standing about the actual education 
funding levels in this appropriations 
bill. 

My votes on these Sense of the Sen-
ate amendments simply express my 
preference for spending reductions 
versus raising taxes or spending the 
Social Security surplus. In that there 
are many specific areas of federal 
spending that in my view can and 
should be cut back, I would prefer to 
see us balance the budget with reduc-
tions of that type. Unfortunately, gain-
ing consensus on such reductions will 
be difficult, although I will continue to 
press for this type of approach. Failing 
that, some type of across-the-board re-
ductions may be the last resort. 

As I mentioned earlier, the education 
funding in this bill exceeds the levels 
requested by the Administration on 
many fronts. While it is impossible at 
this point to know exactly what the 
final spending level will be at the end 
of the day, even after including all of 
the President’s emergency spending 
and a possible Balanced Budget Act of 
1997 (BBA) pay-back bill, an across-the- 
board reduction, designed to protect 
Social Security, would result in ap-
proximately a 1.4 percent decrease. 

Mr. President, even with a 1.4 percent 
reduction in discretionary funding, I 
would further note that special edu-
cation and education impact aid would 
have funding levels $521 million and 
$143 million above the President’s re-
quest levels, respectively. In addition, 
the Department of Education would be 
funded $10.6 million over that which 
the President requested. Far from 
under-funding education, this bill con-
tinues to provide strong support for our 
schools and our students. 

We have almost completed our appro-
priations work this year, and I applaud 
the effort and dedication demonstrated 
by my colleagues on the Senate Appro-
priations Committee and in the Senate 
as whole. I hope, as we go into the final 
stages of this process, we will continue 
to abide by the ideals of responsibility, 
accountability and flexibility by up-
holding our promise to protect Social 
Security and by producing a final pack-
age which will serve Americans well. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

TAX RELIEF EXTENSION ACT OF 
1999 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have 
some very important extenders in the 
Tax Code that need to be acted on be-
fore the end of this year or they will 
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